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- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 
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1 )K Responsive to communication(s) filed on 09 May 2005 . 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 9-11, 17-19, 33-35, 59-61 and 64-75 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 9 recites the limitation "wherein magnitude of the second reverse bias voltage is 
higher than magnitude of the first reveres bias voltage" in lines 8-9. However, the recited 
limitation is not clear in its meaning and scope for the following reasons: 

As shown in Fig. 2A of the instant application and depicted herein below, the revere bias 
is a negative bias voltage. 


CURRENT 



VOLTAGE 
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However, it is not clearly specified in the claim that which magnitude of the first and the 
second reverse bias voltages are claimed. As shown in Fig. 2A the revere bias voltage gets 
further lower and lower when further out the left of the abscissa. However, it is not clear at what 
point the first and the second bias voltages are taken. Hence, the claim lacks clarity in its 
meaning and scope. Therefore, the claim is indefinite for failing to particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 17 recites the limitation "wherein magnitude of the second reverse bias voltage is 
higher than magnitude of the first reveres bias voltage" in lines 10-12. However, the recited 
limitation is not clear in its meaning and scope for the same reason that set forth for claim 9 
above. 

Claim 33 recites the limitation "wherein magnitude of the second reverse bias voltage is 
higher than magnitude of the first reveres bias voltage" in lines 8-9. However, the recited 
limitation is not clear in its meaning and scope for the same reason that set forth for claim 9 
above. 

Claim 64 recites the limitation "wherein magnitude of the second reverse bias voltage is 
higher than magnitude of the first reveres bias voltage" in lines 8-9. However, the recited 
limitation is not clear in its meaning and scope for the same reason that set forth for claim 9 
above. 

Claim 68 recites the limitation "wherein magnitude of the second reverse bias voltage is 
higher than magnitude of the first reveres bias voltage" in lines 9-10. However, the recited 
limitation is not clear in its meaning and scope for the same reason that set forth for claim 9 
above. 
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Claim 72 recites the limitation "wherein magnitude of the second reverse bias voltage is 
higher than magnitude of the first reveres bias voltage" in lines 9-10. However, the recited 
limitation is not clear in its meaning and scope for the same reason that set forth for claim 9 
above. 

Claims 10, 1 1, 18, 19, 34, 35, 59-61, 65-37, 69-71 and 73-75 are also rejected as being 
directly of indirectly dependent of the rejected independent base claim. 

Accordingly, claims 9-11, 17-19, 33-35, 59-61 and 64-75 have not been rejected over 
the prior art because, in light of the 35 U.S.C. 112 second Paragraph rejections supra, there 
is a great deal of confusion and uncertainty as to the proper interpretation of the 
limitations of the claims; hence, it would not be proper to reject the claims on the basis of 
prior art As stated in In re Steele, 305 F.2d 859, 134 USPQ 292 (CCPA 1962), a rejection 
under 35 U.S.C, 103 should not be based on considerable speculation about the meaning of 
terms employed in a claim or assumptions that must be made as to the scope of the claims. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicants' arguments with respect to claim 9-11, 17-19, 33-35, 59-61 and 64-75 have 
been considered but are moot because the arguments solely based on the claim limitation that 
deemed raised new matter as set forth in Paragraph 2 above. Therefore, applicants' arguments 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection that was necessitated by the amendment filed 
on May 9, 2005. 

Conclusion 

4. This action is made non-final in view of the new ground of rejection. 
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Correspondence 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brook Kebede whose telephone number is (571) 272-1862. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8-5 Monday to Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Matthew S. Smith can be reached on (571) 272-1907. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Brook Kebede 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2823 

BK 

July 23, 2005 


